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DETAILED ACTION 
Information Disclosure Statement 

1 . The listing of references in the specification (e.g., on page 4) is not a proper information 
disclosure statement. 37 CFR 1.98(b) requires a list of all patents, publications, or other 
information submitted for consideration by the Office, and MPEP § 609 A(l) states, "the list may 
not be incorporated into the specification but must be submitted in a separate paper." Therefore, 
unless the references have been cited by the examiner on form PTO-892, they have not been 
considered. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

2. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of making 
and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the art to which it 
pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall set forth the best mode 
contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

3. Claim 30 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
enablement requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which 
it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the invention. 

Claim 30 sets forth that the "jig assembly" further comprises a "retainer ring configured 
to be coupled to the workpiece" However the only "retainer" apparently taught by the 
specification is retainer 106, which is part of an assembled picture frame, and not any part of the 
"jig assembly", nor is the retainer 106 even described as usable with the jig assembly. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 
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4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1-6, 9-10, 14-15, 19, 22-24, 30-34, 36, 39-41, and 44, 30 is as best understood, 
are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 5,383,503 to Johnson. 

Johnson teaches a router guide assembly including a first member 14 having a first 
opening 30 positioned against a top or "first" side of a workpiece resting on "second member" 12 
(Figures 1-3 and column 2, lines 55-60). A template or "insert" 16 having a "second opening" 
60 is received within the "first opening" 30 (Figure 1, col. 3, lines 17-21, for example). Note 
that the router is positioned above the upper frame 14 and guided by the template 16 to cut a 
desired shape into the workpiece (see col. 4, lines 36-47, for example). 

Regarding claims 3-6, note that members 14 and 22 are coupled together via post 
assemblies 18, which includes cylindrical bolts 40 and nut members 50, considered "fasteners" 
(Figures 3-4, col. 3, line 5 1 through col. 4, line 35, for example). Note further that the "bolts" 40 
extend tithing apertures of member 14 (see Figures 1-4). 

Re claim 9, note that guide marks or "alignment lines" 70 are placed on template support 
flanges 36, which are part of the "first member" 14 (see Figures 1 and 5 and also col. 5, lines 9- 
13 and col. 3, line 27-32). 

Re claim 10, note that non-slip surface or "pad" 26 is bonded to surface 22 of the "second 
member" 12 (see Figure 4 and col. 3, lines 10-16). 
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Re claim 14, see Figure 4, noting that the "fasteners" of the post assemblies 18 "couple" 
member 14 to the workpiece that rests on surface 22. 

Re claims 15 and 36, see column 4, lines 52-57, which explicitly teaches that the template 
insert is formed from a rigid, clear plastic. 

Re claim 19, note that Figure 5 shows apertures in template 16 through which threaded 
stud elements or "fasteners" 64 extend and ultimately "couple" the template to the workpiece 
(the template is connected to element 14, element 14 has the flange 36 shown in Figure 5 per col. 
3, lines 29-32, for example, and element 14 is coupled to the workpiece as described previously). 

Re claim 22, Johnson explicitly teaches that by releasing the nut members 66 and 
removing3 the template 16, a new template "having a different pattern" can be readily installed" 
so that different patterns can be cut in the workpiece (see col. 5, lines 2-8). 

Re claim 23, note that the bear-shaped opening 60 shown in Figure 1 is considered to be 
"symbol-shaped". 

Re claim 24, note that the insert 16 is shown in Figure 5 as having a "third" opening 
through which the member 64 extends. 

Regarding claim 30, note that nut 50, for example, is a retaining device in the shape of a 
ring that is ultimately "coupled" to the workpiece (see Figure 4). 

Re claim 44, note that as described, the rotational axis of the cutting bit constitutes the 
claimed longitudinal axis, and it inherently has an end affixed to the router and an end opposite 
that end which cuts the workpiece. 
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6. Claims 1-4, 9, 17-18, 21-23, 25, 30-32, 34-35, 37-39, 41, and 44, (30 is as best 
understood), are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Pat. No. 4,353,672 
to Smith. 

Smith teaches a template device for use with a router 22, the template device including a 
first or top member 100 having a first opening 116 that is positioned adjacent a top side of a 
workpiece 12 (Figures 1, 2, 8-9 and 11-12). The device further includes a plurality of 
interchangeable template inserts 102 (col. 9, lines 31-35 and 43-51), each having a second 
opening 18 therein (see Figures 1, 2, 8-9, and 11-12), shown in Figure 1 as having a square 
shape, but which shape can be of any desired configuration depending on the desired design to 
be formed in the workpiece (see col. 8, lines 41-49). The inserts 102 each have a ledge or 
shoulder 138 (Figures 11-12) extending from an outer edge thereof that rests on a ledge or recess 
1 18 of the "first" member 100 such that the insert 102 being used is positioned within the 
opening 1 16 of the first member 100 (see Figures 1, 2, 8-9, 11-12, and col. 7, lines 45-49). 
Smith also teaches a "bottom member" 14 which supports the workpiece 12 thereon such that the 
workpiece is located between members 100 and 14 (Figure 1), and which bottom member is 
"coupled" to the "top" or "first" member 100 via clamping assemblies 16, considered "fasteners" 
(Figure 1, which can be any suitable clamping means, see col. 9, lines 23-26). . 

Re claims 9 and 21, note that the "first member" 100 has alignment lines 150 that line up 
with alignment lines 152 located on the template insert 102 (see Figures 1 1, 2, 8, and col. 8, line 
50 through col. 9, line 4). 

Re claim 22, note that Smith explicitly teaches selecting the proper template, having the 
desired configuration (col. 9, lines 31-35 and 43-51). 
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Re claim 25, note that the router 22 is shown with a "subbase", i.e., the horizontal support 
surface located at the bottom of the router (Figure 1). 

Re claim 30, note, for example, that member 32 is "ring" shaped and is used to "retain" 
the workpiece 12 (see Figures 1, 2, and 4, for example). 

Regarding the operation of the device, note that the router is positioned such that the 
cutting tool thereof passes through the opening 18 in the template and the guide bushing 26 of 
the router follows the template opening (see col. 9, lines 42-57, for example). 

Re claim 44, note that the cutting bit 20 has a longitudinal axis (vertical as viewed in 
Figure 1), and has an end coupled to the router and an opposite end. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102/103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 45 and 47 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as anticipated by U.S. Pat No. 
4,353,672 to Smith as applied to claims 41 and 44 above, or, in the alternative, under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as obvious over U.S. Pat. No. 4,353,672 to Smith as applied to claims 41 and 44 
above and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 4,992,01 1 to Cesark, for example. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon. Additionally, it is noted that guide bearing 26 serves as a template follower (col. 9, 
lines 42-57), and appears to be positioned such that it is coupled to the shaft of the cutting bit 
intermediate the claimed proximal and distal ends (Figure 1). 
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However, in the alternative, if the guide bushing or bearing 26 is not considered to be 
located such that it is coupled to the cutting bit shaft intermediate the claimed proximal and distal 
ends, then it is noted that Cesark teaches a shaping or routing bit type cutting tool 20 (Figures 1 
or 2) having an end (upper end as viewed in Figures 1 and 2) that is affixed to a tool driving 
device, and an end distal to that end. Further note that element 25 is a bearing or follower used 
to guide the tool (see Figures 1-2, col. 2, lines 45-58), and which can have a straight shape to 
engage a straight followed surface (col. 2, lines 54-58). Also note that element 25 is located 
intermediate the claimed proximal and distal ends of the cutting tool (Figures 1 and 2). 

Additionally, Cesark explicitly teaches that the described cutting tool is advantageous 
because it provides a cutting tool having a follower that is adapted to be retained without any 
inadvertent dis lodgement of the follower (col. 2, lines 18-22). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted the specific cutting tool with intermediate bearing 
follower taught by Cesark for the generic tool/bearing- follower device taught by Smith for the 
purpose of preventing inadvertent dislodgement of the follower as taught by Cesark (col. 2, lines 
18-22). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
9. Claims 7-8, 1 1-13, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Pat. No. 5,383,503 to Johnson as applied to claims 1-2, 10, and 15 above. 

Johnson teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection 
based thereon. 
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Additionally, re claims 7-8, while Johnson doesn't explicitly teach that element 14 is 
made of polycarbonate, Johnson does teach that the upper member 14 can "be formed from any 
suitable structural materials having the required strength and rigidity". 

Also, re claims 11-12, while Johnson doesn't explicitly teach that the non-slip surface 26 
is made of neoprene or rubber, Johnson does teach that the material is a "suitable" non-slip 
surface so that the workpiece "is firmly held in position during the routing operation" (col. 3, 
lines 10-13), and thus does not limit the non-slip surface to the described "relatively course, 
abrasive paper or cloth". 

Re claim 13, while Johnson does show alignment lines 70 in Figure 1 that would appear 
to indicate that a template having an opening of a size of 5 units by 7 units would fit, and while 
Johnson further teaches that other templates having other shapes besides the bear shown in 
Figure 1 can be used (col. 5, lines 2-8), Johnson is silent as to whether the units of the alignment 
lines 70 are inches, and does not explicitly teach a template having a 5 x 7 inch "recess" as 
claimed in claim 13. Alternately/additionally, Johnson is silent as to the size of the bear-shaped 
recess 60 shown in Figure 1, and thus, does not explicitly teach that the recess 60 is 5 by 7 
inches. 

Finally, regarding claim 16, while Johnson does teach that the template 16 can be formed 
"from any relatively thin and rigid sheet material having suitable strength characteristics and 
sufficiently rigid to act as a guide for manual manipulation of the router about the pattern 
opening 60" and is preferably formed from a "rigid, clear plastic such as polystyrene" (col. 4, 
lines 48-57), Johnson does not explicitly teach that the template insert is formed from 
"polycarbonate" as set forth in claim 16. 
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Re claims 7-8, Examiner takes Official Notice that polycarbonate is a relatively strong 
and rigid material, thus meeting the requirements for the material of member 14 set forth by 
Johnson and described above. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized whatever known material 
having the desired properties for the member 14, such as polycarbonate, as was desired or 
expedient to an end user, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the 
art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. See also Ballas Liquidating Co. v. Allied 
industries of Kansas, Inc. (DC Kans) 205 USPQ 331. 

Re claims 11-12, Examiner takes Official Notice that it is a well-known property of 
neoprene rubber to have a non-slip surface. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized whatever known 
material having the desired properties (e.g., non-slip surface) for the member 26, such as 
neoprene rubber, as was desired or expedient to an end user, since it has been held to be within 
the general skill of a worker in the art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for 
the intended use as a matter of obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. See also 
Ballas Liquidating Co. v. Allied industries of Kansas, Inc. (DC Kans) 205 USPQ 331. 

Re claim 13, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have made the size 
of the opening in the template to be whatever size was desired or expedient to an end user, 
depending on what size of recess it was desired to have routed into the workpiece, since such a 
modification would have involved a mere change in the size of a component. A change in size is 
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generally recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 
237 (CCPA 1955). 

Re claim 16, Examiner takes Official Notice that polycarbonate is a relatively strong and 
rigid, clear material, thus meeting the requirements for the material of member 16 set forth by 
Johnson and described above. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized whatever known material 
having the desired properties for the member 16, such as polycarbonate, as was desired or 
expedient to an end user, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the 
art to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. See also Ballas Liquidating Co. v. Allied 
industries of Kansas, Inc. (DC Kans) 205 USPQ 33 1 . 

10. Claims 25-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,383,503 to Johnson as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
3,581,787 to Bane. 

Johnson teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection 
based thereon, but is silent as to the details of the router used, and thus does not teach the 
specifics of the sub-base set forth in claims 25-29. 

Bane teaches a router having a subbase (see col. 1, first sentence under "Background of 
the Invention") 56 that is "coupled" to the hand-held power tool including at least router motor 1, 
housing section 22, and mount integral base ring 32 (Figures 1-2 and col. 1, line 72 through col. 
2, line 32). Note that the subbase 56 supports the router as the tool is moved across a workpiece 
20 (Figure 1). 
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Re claims 26-28, note that the subbase 56 has coplanar ribs 80 that extend at right angles 
to one another and to annular rib 70 that is coplanar with ribs 80, which annular rib 70 is located 
proximate the intersection of the ribs 80, and has an opening through which the tool bit passes 
(see Figures 4-5 and 1). 

Re claim 29, as broadly claimed, the screws 58 that extend from openings 59 in the 
subbase 56 and that connect the subbase to the ring 32 (col. 2, lines 28-32 and Figure 2) are 
considered "mounting tabs". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted the specific router taught by Bane for the generic 
router taught by Johnson for the purpose of providing a router having a transparent subbase, 
thereby improving operator visibility of the cutting operation (see col. 1, lines 4-49 of Bane, for 
example). 

1 1 . Claims 42-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,383,503 to Johnson as applied to claim 41 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 
4,652,191 to Bernier. 

Johnson teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection 
based thereon, but is silent as to the details of the router used, and thus does not explicitly teach 
that the router is a "plunge router". 

Bernier teaches a plunge router (see Figures 1-2 and col. 2, line 53 through col. 3, line 47, 
for example), having a subbase 101 (see Figures 1-2) coupled to a handheld power tool (Figures 
1-2). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted the plunge router taught by Bernier for the generic 
router taught by Johnson for the purpose of enabling the depth of cut to be easily adjusted, as is a 
well-known feature of a plunge router. 

12. Claims 5 and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Pat. 
No. 4,353,672 to Smith as applied to claims 1-4 and 31-32 above. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon. Additionally, note that as taught by Smith, the clamps 16 can be any suitable clamping 
means (col. 9, lines 23-26). However, Smith does not explicitly teach the use of "bolts and nuts" 
as the clamping means. 

However, Examiner takes Official Notice that the C-Clamps shown by Smith and bolts 
and nuts as a clamping means are well-known in the art as functional equivalents. 

Further note that it would appear that Smith's device would work equally well with either 
the explicitly-taught C-clamps or with nuts and bolts as the clamping device, particularly in light 
of Smith's teaching that other clamping devices can be used. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted one well-known functional equivalent for another, 
specifically to have substituted the well-known nuts and bolts for the C-clamps taught by Smith, 
depending on the design constraints or desires of the end user, such as availability or cost of one 
type of clamping device for the other. 
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13. Claims 15 and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Pat. No. 4,353,672 to Smith as applied to claims 1 and 3 1 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. 
No. 5,383,503 to Johnson. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon, but is silent as to the material of the template insert. 

Johnson explicitly teaches that it is desirable to have a clear template in order to "allow 
precise positioning and locating of the workpiece there under during set up" (col. 4, lines 52-57). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have made the template taught by Smith out a clear material as taught 
by Johnson for the purpose of enabling precise positioning and locating of the workpiece there 
under during set up as explicitly taught by Johnson, thereby increasing the precision of the 
finished product. 

14. Claims 7-8, 13, 15-16, and 36 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Smith as applied to claim 1 above. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon, but is silent as to the material of the first member (re claims 7-8 and 36), the material of 
the template (re claims 15-16 and 36), and is silent as to the specific size of the template opening 
(re claim 13). 

Examiner takes Official Notice that polycarbonate is a well-known material, and that it is 
a well-known property of polycarbonate that it is transparent. 

Therefore, re claims 7-8 and 15-16 and 36, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have made the first member and the 



Application/Control Number: 10/664,034 Page 14 

Art Unit: 3722 

template out of whatever known material was desired or expedient, including the well-known 
polycarbonate material, since it has been held to be within the general skill of a worker in the art 
to select a known material on the basis of its suitability for the intended use as a matter of 
obvious design choice. In re Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. See also Ballas Liquidating Co. v. Allied 
industries of Kansas, Inc. (DC Kans) 205 USPQ 331. 

Re claim 13, it would have been an obvious matter of design choice to have made the size 
of the opening in the template to be whatever size was desired or expedient to an end user, 
depending on what size of recess it was desired to have routed into the workpiece, since such a 
modification would have involved a mere change in the size of a component. A change in size is 
generally recognized as being within the level of ordinary skill in the art. In re Rose, 105 USPQ 
237 (CCPA 1955). 

15. Claims 24 and 40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith 
as applied to claims 1 and 3 1 above, and further in view of either of U.S. Pat. No. 6, 1 12,425 to 
Nelson et al., or US Patent Publication No. 2002/00958 10 to Carlson et al. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon, and additionally teaches that the template opening 18 u can have any desired 
configuration, such being determined by a large degree by the particular design desired to be 
formed on the surface 24 of wooden panel work piece 12 via the cutting tool 20 of the router 22" 
(col. 8, lines 41-49). However, Smith does not explicitly teach that the template has a third 
opening. 
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Both Nelson et al. and Carlson et al. teach templates usable with cutters and having 
multiple openings therein for producing a variety of desired shapes (see Figure 1 of both 
documents). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have provided the template taught by Smith with a plurality of 
template openings as taught by either of Nelson et al. or Carlson et al. for the purpose of 
increasing the functionality of Smith's template by thus increasing the number of different 
shapes that can be produced with a single template in a workpiece as would be readily 
understood by one having ordinary skill in the art. 

16. Claims 26-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith as 
applied to claims 1 and 25 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 3,581,787 to Bane. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon, but does not teach that the subbase has a first leg and a second leg arranged substantially 
perpendicular and coplanar to each other, etc. 

Bane teaches a router having a subbase (see col. 1, first sentence under "Background of 
the Invention") 56 that is "coupled" to the hand-held power tool including at least router motor 1, 
housing section 22, and mount integral base ring 32 (Figures 1-2 and col. 1, line 72 through col. 
2, line 32). Note that the subbase 56 supports the router as the tool is moved across a workpiece 
20 (Figure 1). 

Re claims 26-28, note that the subbase 56 has coplanar ribs 80 that extend at right angles 
to one another and to annular rib 70 that is coplanar with ribs 80, which annular rib 70 is located 



Application/Control Number: 10/664,034 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3722 

proximate the intersection of the ribs 80, and has an opening through which the tool bit passes 
(see Figures 4-5 and 1). 

Re claim 29, as broadly claimed, the screws 58 that extend from openings 59 in the 
subbase 56 and that connect the subbase to the ring 32 (col. 2, lines 28-32 and Figure 2) are 
considered "mounting tabs". 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted the specific subbase taught by Bane for the generic 
router subbase taught by Smith for the purpose of providing a router having a transparent 
subbase, thereby improving operator visibility of the cutting operation (see col. 1, lines 4-49 of 
Bane, for example). 

17. Claims 42-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Smith as 
applied to claim 41 above, and further in view of U.S. Pat. No. 4,652,191 to Bernier. 

Smith teaches all aspects of the present invention as set forth in the above rejection based 
thereon, but is silent as to many of the details of the router used, and does not explicitly teach 
that the router is a "plunge router". 

Bernier teaches a plunge router (see Figures 1-2 and col. 2, line 53 through col. 3, line 47, 
for example), having a subbase 101 (see Figures 1-2) coupled to a handheld power tool (Figures 
1-2). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to have substituted the plunge router taught by Bernier for the generic 
router taught by Smith for the purpose of enabling the depth of cut to be easily adjusted, as is a 
well-known feature of a plunge router. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

18. Claim 20 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would be 
allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base claim and 
any intervening claims. 

Conclusion 

19. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Faxing of Responses to Office Actions and Contact Information 

20. In order to reduce pendency and avoid potential delays, TC 3700 is encouraging FAXing 
of responses to Office Actions directly into the Group at (703) 872-9306. This practice may be 
used for filing papers not requiring a fee. It may also be used for filing papers which require a 
fee by applicants who authorize charges to a PTO deposit account. Please identify the examiner 
and art unit at the top of your cover sheet. Papers submitted via FAX into TC 3700 will be 
promptly forwarded to the examiner. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Erica Cadugan whose telephone number is (571) 272-4474. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Thursday from approximately 7:30 a.m. 
to 5:00 p.m., and every other Friday from approximately 7:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. If attempts to 
reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, A.L. Wellington 
can be reached at (571) 272-4483. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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